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NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE: RESPONSIBLE NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY OR THE FINAL THROES OF COLD WAR MENTALITY?
In a matter of minutes on September 11, 2001, the strategic environment for the United States changed significantly and permanently. After the initial reactions of shock, compassion, and patriotism, Congress and the American public began to ask the hard questions. They wanted to know why the most powerful and technologically advanced nation in history had failed to detect and protect itself from this new threat. It is not within the scope of this paper to answer all of those questions.
Rather, it will critically analyze whether the development of a national missile defense system is the best use of our national resources to protect the territory of the United States and the lives of our citizens.
National Security Strategy Development
The national security interests of the United States would be better served by shifting the resources currently allocated for developing a National Missile Defense (NMD) system to more crucial programs. On the face of it, possessing the capability to defend the country from missile attack seems like a logical, responsible decision. However, as will be outlined below, NMD development fails to optimize the investment of time, money, and other resources because the system: (1) does not effectively counter the most likely and dangerous threats to the United States, (2) faces significant technological challenges, (3) is very expensive, and (4) creates significant anxiety among both allies and adversaries that could itself serve as a source of instability. While the horrific nature of the terrorist attacks led to bipartisan support for significant defense budget growth in FY 2002, we must expect that economic and political realities will quickly limit further increases. Therefore, the nation's civilian and military leadership must decide which capabilities are most feasible, effective, and appropriate for protecting our vital national interests.
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United States Ballistic Missile Defense Programs
Ballistic missile defense capabilities fall under two main categories: theater air and missile defenses (TAMD) and national missile defense for the United States. In response to increasing proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), several missile defense programs are being processed through the research and development cycle with decisions pending concerning which systems may be deployed. The TAMD programs are further along in development and include lower-tiered systems such as the Army PAC-3 and the Navy area defense system, and upper-tier systems such as the Army theater high-altitude (THAAD) system, the Navy theater-wide system, and the Air Force airborne laser for boost-phase intercept. 4 As stated earlier, possessing the capability to defend the country from missile attack seems like a logical, responsible decision. Unfortunately, development of an effective integrated system will require considerable investment, while providing limited protection from our most likely and dangerous threats.
Threats to the United States
The United States has no peer competitor in terms of economic strength or conventional military power. However, the very freedoms and strengths that make the United States the envy of people around the world make us vulnerable to a variety of potential threats in an age of increasingly asymmetric warfare. Our porous borders provide easy access to ships, aircraft, and other transportation modes from around the world every day. With current technology, trying to thoroughly inspect more than a small fraction of the sealift that enters U.S. harbors would be both time and cost prohibitive. It would bring commerce to a grinding halt with tremendous negative economic implications for the United States and the rest of the world. Similarly, we have yet to develop the means to quickly detect and destroy anthrax-tainted mail. Cyber-warfare, originating from almost anywhere in the world, can significantly disrupt our society with its dependence on computer systems to run our financial markets, defense communication and coordination links, and other key systems. National missile defense would have no deterrent or protective value against any of these growing threats. demonstrated that WMD could be delivered in commercial aircraft. This is not to suggest that we should be unconcerned about the more than 20 countries possessing ballistic or cruise missiles. 5 As the Heritage Foundation wrote in 1999, "this danger [of a nuclear-equipped missile striking a major U.S. city] must be fully appreciated because no other threat has the potential to destroy, in the blink of an eye, lives and property on such a massive scale." 6 However, our future adversaries can deliver WMD more accurately, inexpensively, and anonymously with conventional transportation means than they can with a ballistic missile. This fact is at the heart of the argument that national 5 Anderson. p. 18.
6 Ibid, p. 12 missile defense is only one part, a decreasingly important part, of the effort to protect the United
States from attack.
Technological Capabilities and Monetary Costs
Current estimates are that the United States will not be able to field an operational national missile defense system for at least five years and that the projected cost for deployment will run into the hundreds of billions of dollars. The technological challenges for the "hit-to kill" system that is currently being tested are significant. The interceptor missile must destroy a warhead traveling at a speed of 15,000 miles per hour, four miles per second. While moving on a collision course with its target, the interceptor must calculate a correct path, adjust its course using rocket thrusters, and score a hit in on a centimeters-wide "sweet-spot," while distinguishing the warhead from decoys and other countermeasures. 
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Political Considerations
The Bush administration's pursuit of a NMD system has been a major source of consternation both within the United States and internationally. Russia views the development of a NMD system and withdrawal from the ABM Treaty as destabilizing, since it would allow the United States to use its nuclear weapons without fearing a retaliatory strike. President Bush's answer is that the NMD system is not designed to protect against a nuclear strike from Russia, but rather from a rogue state or terrorist. He has been unmoved by Russia's threat to increase its nuclear arsenal or its suggestion to allow a limited NMD system under a modified treaty. Initially reluctant to support a missile defense program that put the nation in violation of the 1972 ABM treaty, Congressional Democrats helped approve the administration's $8 billion request only after the 2001 terrorist attacks.
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Questions among Congressional leaders, our allies, and other countries persist concerning the administration's insistence on unilateral development of a NMD system, while also maintaining a significant inventory of nuclear missiles. nuclear industries receive badly needed foreign exchange by providing the following: (1) ballistic missile-related goods to Iran, India, China, and Libya, (2) civilian Iranian nuclear programs, and (3) dual-use biotechnology, chemicals, and equipment for Iran. However, when it came to fulfilling promises of extensive foreign aid to support democracy and free markets after the fall of the Soviet Union, actual disbursements from western nations totaled only $20 billion during 1990-95 and little has followed in subsequent years.
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While other nations should not dictate our national defense policies, we must recognize that stopping the development and proliferation of weapons of mass destruction will require the same international cooperation we actively sought for the fight against terrorism. As Haass and O'Sullivan suggest, "U.S. policymakers seeking to engage a recalcitrant regime should consult intensively with American allies; a failure to so increases the possibility that another country will undermine the U.S. strategy by offering similar benefits without demanding any changes in behavior . . . [also] the provision of a road map obligates the United States to follow certain steps as much as it binds the target country."
16 Taking a unilateral approach to national missile defense and ignoring the concerns of allies will not help our cause.
Recommendations
Having described the challenges and shortfalls inherent in a national missile defense system, the following recommendations are made for more effectively using our limited resources to reduce the likelihood of an attack on the United States. The basic strategy calls for the timely identification, control, reduction, and, as appropriate, destruction of WMD before they can be launched against the United States or our allies.
• Improve our intelligence gathering assets (including human intelligence and space systems) in order to better detect the development of WMD and provide early warning of any attack on the United States or our allies. These improved capabilities are necessary for holding nations responsible for the production or proliferation of WMD and for the control or destruction of these weapons through diplomatic or military means (preferably at the source).
• the United States and Russia would retain 3000-3500 accountable missiles, leaving us with many more warheads than we would need for any requirement beyond parity with Russia. 17 We must also increase our assistance to Russia in dismantling their WMD and reducing the threat of proliferation. Since 1991, the Nunn-Luger Cooperative Threat Reduction Program has appropriated only $3 billion to assist former Soviet states in dismantling their WMD and reducing the threat of proliferation. 18 We can do better than this and send a clear message to allies and adversaries of our intention to reduce global tensions and stop the proliferation of WMD.
• Develop the means to protect the United States against other asymmetric attacks, including WMD delivered by conventional transportation assets and cyber-warfare. This effort would include hardening our computer systems, and developing the means to detect, prevent the entry of, and dispose of weapons of mass destruction along our borders.
• Develop the military means to destroy WMD on the ground at the source rather than after launch and state that an attack on the United States using WMD will result in a regime change.
The United States should also build its case for execution of a pre-emptive strike if intelligence indicates the likely use of these weapons against our homeland or that of our allies. By focusing our efforts on destroying an adversary's WMD on site, rather than after launch, we reduce the likelihood that a missile will penetrate our defenses or that nuclear, chemical or biological fallout would contaminate U.S. territory. We already have significant advantages in precision-guided weapon capabilities and should be able to develop the necessary technologies to destroy enemy WMD much more quickly than we can build a NMD system. While this strategy poses certain political challenges, the conditions we would attempt to establish are not much different than what we sought in our fight against terrorism.
• Continue to develop our theater missile defense capabilities. These systems are less costly, are already in production, and create fewer political problems than a NMD system. Further, they provide us with flexible deterrent value and real protection from missile attacks in both local military theaters and, as needed, to protect likely civilian targets in the United States or allied countries.
Summary
The national security interests of the United States would be better served by shifting the resources currently projected for developing a National Missile Defense system to more crucial programs. This is not to suggest that ballistic missiles do not pose a threat to the United States or that we should risk our security in response to international pressure. Rather, we must aggressively protect ourselves against the most likely and dangerous threats by shifting resources to those programs which best protect our country. We must see beyond the specter of mutually assured destruction (MAD) espoused during the Cold War and represented by current ballistic missile threats. Our potential adversaries possess a variety of asymmetric means to deliver WMD to our shores, and we must make the tough decision now to shift resources from NMD to more effective defensive programs. 
Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR).
The MTCR was formed in 1987 by the G-7 nations (United States, United Kingdom, Canada, France, Germany, Italy, and Japan). It is a voluntary arrangement (not a binding treaty) consisting of common export policies applied to a list of missile delivery systems and related technologies for those systems capable of carrying a 500-kilogram payload at least 300 kilometers. The MTCR was originally concerned only with nuclear capable delivery systems. In January 1993, the partners extended the guidelines to cover WMD delivery systems. The MTCR considers "missiles" to include: ballistic missiles, space-launched vehicles, and sounding rockets. The MTCR now consists of 27 partner countries.
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties (START).
A series of agreements between the United States and Russia intended to reduce nuclear warheads and delivery systems.
START I. The treaty reduced deployed heavy bombers and deployed ballistic missiles to 1,600 for each side with a total of 6,000 warheads (4,900 on ballistic missiles, 1,540 on heavy missiles (SS-18), or 1,100 on mobile ICBMs). START I also placed limitations on bomber carried short-range attack missiles and air-launched cruise missiles. In addition, separate "politically binding" agreements limited sea-launched missiles with ranges above 600 kilometers to 880 for each side and the Backfire bomber to 500. START I entered into force in December 1994.
